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This study examines the ability of a differentiated supervision model to initiate
quality improvements in school systems by classifying schools according to several
identified factors and modifying the resources allocated to all schools based on their
supervision classification.
This study was based on the premise that individual schools vary in their resource
needs due to both internal and external factors, and school systems can improve the
performance of individual schools by customizing the supervision of and resources
allocated to those schools.
Conceptual development and an archival post-hoc analysis approach were used to
analyze the effects of the supervision model on the improvement of schools in a large
urban school district. The researcher developed the supervision model and collected data
regarding school characteristics, classification, and performance for individual schools
during the first and sixth years of implementation.
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The researcher found that the grade level of schools, the years of experience of
school principals, the socioeconomic status of schools, and monetary funding
significantly impact the ability of the differentiated supervision model to impact school
improvement. Additionally, the results of the study indicate that schools with the lowest
performance at the initiation of the classification model had significantly higher levels of
improvement than schools with higher initial performance.
The conclusions drawn from the findings suggest that utilizing a customized
approach to the supervision of individual schools and the resources allocated to those
schools can lead to performance improvements. School systems can benefit from the
reduction in scarce resources necessary for schools that require less direct supervision
and the increased performance results from schools that are assigned increased
supervision and resources.
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As accountability for student performance increases, local education agencies are
confronted with the challenging task of providing maximum support to schools that have
the greatest needs while simultaneously maintaining the success of and continually
improving high performing schools. Accountability for kindergarten through twelfth
grade (K-12) school performance has recently received increased attention from school
systems, municipalities, state governments, and federal agencies. The 2001
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, also known as No Child
Left Behind (NCLB), incorporates testing and accountability requirements that increase
student testing and holds all schools accountable for student performance. This legislation
marked a major departure from the federal government's traditional monitoring and
guidance role regarding elementary and secondary education. The NCLB legislation
utilizes progress and performance indicators as a judge of a school’s success. It requires
that states administer reading and mathematics tests annually in grades three through
eight and during one year in high school beginning in school year 2005-2006. These




While the No Child Left Behind legislation incorporated increased testing for the
purposes of recognizing high performing schools, providing incentives of improvement
and punishing those schools that failed to either meet established standards or make
adequate progress, there are no provisions in the legislation for providing additional
resources for those schools that have greater needs. Additionally, there are few
incentives for school districts to customize the supervision of schools and the resources
allocated to individual schools based on the characteristics and assessed needs of the
schools.
In 2000, prior to the enactment of the No Child Left Behind legislation, a major
urban school district located in the southern region of the United States implemented a
differentiated supervision classification model. The intent of the model was not to rank
or grade schools on their performance. Instead, the intent was to provide amechanism by
which administrative support structures eould direct additional resources to schools with
greater need and provide more autonomy to schools that are performing and progressing
at higher levels. This innovative approach customizes the supervision of schools and the
resources allocated to schools based on both performance indicators and progress
indicators.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to investigate if a differentiated supervision
classification model (DSCM) can assist in guiding the improvement of the quality of
education for schools. The results of this study provide school district level
administrators, local school boards of education, and state and national education
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agencies with a methodology to strategically direct resource allocation in order to
improve student achievement by supporting schools that demonstrate greater needs.
Previous Strategies/Sources of the Problem
The differentiated supervision classification model is a proactive approach to
improve the quality of education for all students. Prior to the implementation of the
model in the subject school system, multiple measures ofperformance and progress were
utilized to assess school improvement and school quality. These measures were not
utilized consistently between schools or across grade levels. The motivation for this
study is to determine the impact of utilizing performance and progress indicators as a
predictor of an elementary or secondary school’s needs in order to provide guidance to
improve its overall success based on multiple indicators. Performance indicators for the
purpose of this study refer to student achievement on standardized tests, student
attendance rates, and enrollment in higher-level academic courses. Progress indicators
refer to established benchmarks related to the performance indicators.
The rationale for implementing the differentiated supervision classification model
is two-fold: 1) to identify schools with the greatest need for assistance in achieving the
optimal goal of improving student achievement; and 2) to provide more support to
schools that demonstrate greater need. For the subject school system, this represents a
fundamental revision to the manner in which schools tire assessed and supported.
Statement of the Problem
The focus of this study centers on whether using a weighted algorithm that
includes progress and performance data can be used as a means to effectively monitor a
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schools improvement by implementing a strategy for supporting schools based on
predicted need. The study takes place a major urban school district located in the
southern region of the United States.
Significance of the Study
This study examines the impact of the differentiated supervision classification
model that incorporated progress and performance data over a six-year period of time.
The significance of the analysis of the impact of the DSCM will benefit the educational
research and educational practitioner communities in the following ways:
Provide system level administrators a viable method of support and supervising
schools based on demonstrated need.
() Provide school level administrators a viable methodology in supporting and
supervising classroom teachers based on teacher targets and student performance
levels.
0 Address a research area that focuses on supervising schools that demonstrate a
greater need for support.
{} Increase the understanding ofwhether implementing school targets and
benchmarks improve the overall quality of teaching and learning in the school
enviroiunent.
Organization of the Study
The next section of this dissertation provides background information on school
support structures and school accountability systems. Section three discusses the
theoretical framework, identifies those factors in the model that are tested, and states the
research hypotheses. The research methods employed, data analysis, and key findings
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are described in section four. The final section summarizes the research with
implications, limitations of the study, and recommendations for further research based on
the findings of this project.
CHAPTER n
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Organization of the Review
The focus of this study was to examine if school improvement occurs by
providing more supervision and resources to schools with greater needs. The creation of
a differentiated supervision classification model that incorporated an algorithm was
utilized in identifying schools with greater need. This study considered the role and
impact of grade level, principal experience, socioeconomic status, and resource allocation
on the differentiated supervision classification model. In examining the literature and
related research to supervising and supporting schools, the review of the literature
focused on the supervision of schools, school accountability systems, and school support
systems.
Supervision of Schools
The review reflects the relationship of these areas and their role in school
improvement. The first area of the review focuses on the supervision of schools followed
by discussion accoimtability and support systems
As education reformers have sought to improve the academic performance of
public schools in the United States, they have employed widely varying monitoring
and/or accountability strategies. These monitoring and accountability strategies are not
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only employed in K-12 public schools, but also in higher education and the business
community. In 2001, 45 states required public schools or school districts to issue "school
report cards" that included a wide range of information. Twenty-seven states also provide
comparative ratings of schools (Boser, 2001). The most recent round of high-stakes
testing grew out of the standards-based reform movement that began in the early 1990s
(Abrahams, 2003).
A key characteristic ofaccountability strategies centers on performance indicators
or targets that identify criteria used to determine whether schools and students have
reached the desired level ofachievement. Performance indicators related to education are
measurable characteristics of educational processes and procedures used by the district to
deliver services according to the Baldridge Award for Education (Arcaro, 1996). Several
states have combined two of these strategies to improve the academic performance of
schools: performance indicators and accountability (Ogawa, 2000). In an effort to be
proactive in meeting the needs of students, school districts across the nation are devising
and implementing strategic processes for monitoring school progress in various ways
Identifying specific performance indicators to measure and provide the proper support
structure is important to leading and guiding schools. Implementation of customized
support systems amount to what the Baldridge Award for Education refers to as
‘managing by fact’ (Arcaro, 1996).
Facts such as student performance and the analysis of that data support a variety
of educational purposes, including planning, reviewing performance, improving
procedures, and benchmarking educational quality performance against other schools.
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Arcaro (1996) suggests that “a system of indicators tied to student and district
performance factors represent a clear and objective basis for aligning all activities of the
district toward common goals.” Rothman notes that not all schools are equipped well
enough to move at the same pace, and it is likely that the schools that have traditionally
lagged behind would be the ones that would continue to do so if each school were left to
change on its own (1995).
Berne and Stiefel (1997) suggest "a well-defined set of student resource variables
would improve equity studies at the school level including studies that use administrative
data, particularly if those variables are capable of serving as models for other data sets.”
Picus (2000) rationalized that school finance research has a long history of analyzing
funding equity. He concluded that most of the research related to school finance has
looked at spending differences across school district—not within a school district. Very
few studies have considered school-level resource equity either within districts or across
districts in an individual state. Prior research related to the supervision and support of
individual schools emphasizes the need for both customized support and the testing of
such of support system in terms of school improvement.
School Accountability Systems
The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) study examined
district level patterns of resource allocation, district and school resource practices
implemented to improve student performance, and barriers and challenges faced by
districts and schools to efficient resource allocation (Pan, 2003). SEDL researchers
examined data on student performance as well as fiscal and human resource allocation
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from all independent school districts within each of four study states: Arkansas,
Louisiana, New Mexico, and Texas. SEDL also selected twelve improvement school
districts from the larger sample that showed consistent gains in student performance to
more closely examine the resource allocation patterns and practices of successful school
districts.
The findings from SEDL’s research demonstrated a strong relationship between
resources and student success. Furthermore, the results indicated that allocating resources
within select areas and for certain practices might make a significant impact on student
performance. In short, both the level of resources and their explicit allocation seem to
affect educational outcomes. Specifically, this study found that: high-performing
districts showed different resource allocation patterns in specific fiscal and staffing
categories than low-performing districts. A general pattern emerged where higher
performance was associated with higher spending for instruction, core expenditures, and
number of teachers, with lower spending for general administration and number of
administrative staff. In all four states, high-performing districts spent more on instruction
as a share of current expenditures; while in three states, high-performing districts spent
more on instruction per pupil and employed more teachers per 1,000 students. The
differences in resource allocation between the low-performing and high-performing
groups were reduced in two of the four states when the comparisons controlled for
demographic factors and socioeconomic status. Improvement districts showed different
resource allocation patterns in specific fiscal and staffing categories than districts of
similar size. A majority of the twelve improvement districts spent more per pupil in
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instruction and instruction-related areas, and also increased allocations for these areas
faster than comparison districts over the five-year period examined. At the same time, the
twelve districts were found to re-allocate resources away from administrative and other
non-instructional areas.
In 1999, the California legislature approved the Public Schools Accountability
Act (PSAA), which incorporated three central components designed to hold schools
accountable for improving student outcomes. The initial PSAA components were the
Academic Performance Index (API), the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming
Schools Program (II/USP), and the High Performing/Improving Schools Program (also
known as the Governor’s Performance Award (GPA)). Later, the High Priority Schools
Grant Program (HPSGP) was incorporated into the PSAA legislation. The state of
California now faces the challenge of integrating these components with the federal
NCLB Act. In November 2004, AIR was contracted by the California Department of
Education to conduct a continuation study of the II/USP component ofPSAA. The
II/USP provided funds to low-performing schools in the state to develop and implement
an Action Plan for school improvement, with the assistance of a state-approved External
Evaluator. Schools subsequently had two to three years to implement the Action Plan,
and are subject to sanctions at the end of this implementation period if they did not
improve student performance. As in the 2003 PSAA evaluation, the state ofCalifornia
observed a significant district effect on the achievement trajectories of low-performing
schools in the state. Individual school districts in California can institute policies and
supports designed to improve the work ofall of their low-performing schools.
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irrespective ofprogram participation. These include technical assistance and professional
development, particularly around systematic assessment and data use, as well as the
targeting of resources to low-performing schools. Districts can also provide a focus for
schools’ improvement efforts. Such supports and focus did not appear to be present in all
districts or realized by all schools.
Jones (2004) argues where there are clear cases of faulty local accoimtability
systems— those lacking any of the four elements (appropriate assessment systems;
adequate opportunities to learn; responsiveness to students, parents, and community; or
organizational capacity)— supportive efforts from the state and federal levels should be
undertaken. Jones envisioned at least three cases in which the state would take on a more
assertive role: 1) to investigate claims or appeals from students, parents, or the
community that the local accountability system is not meeting the standards set for such
systems; 2) to require local schools and districts to respond to findings in the data that
show significant student learning deficiencies, inequity in the opportunities to learn for
all students, or lack of responsiveness to students, parents, or communities; and 3) to
provide additional resources and guidance to improve the organizational capacity of the
local school or district.
Goldhaber and Hannaway (2004) concluded that the Florida A+ Plan appears to
have had a significant impact on the instructional focus for both high-performing and
low-performing schools. In their case studies and in the actual Florida Competency
Assessment Test (FCAT), results showed that administrators and teachers are targeting
instruction to improve FCAT scores, particularly on the writing portion of the exam. The
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case studies suggest that there is a very real and tangible social stigma attached to being
judged a low-performing or failing school, at least for teachers. They noted the fact that
high performing schools also feel considerable social pressure to maintain their standing.
Social pressure and reputation far overshadowed any threat ofpunitive measures from the
state. Their assessment of the implications ofany internal maneuvering might result over
time in inequitable resource allocation.
In an examination of legal issues related to accountability systems and No Child
Left Behind, Parkes and Stevens (2003) concluded that school accountability systems are
measurement systems and thus are subject to all weaknesses and threats to any other kind
ofmeasurement system. They mention that among many others, the reliability of the
information, the validity of the use of that information, the worthiness of the purpose of
the system, and the fair and equitable consequences of the system need to be carefully
examined and validated. States that fail to consider these measurement issues may find
themselves defending their actions in court. Nonetheless, the motivation for cautiotis
development and implementation of school accountability systems should not be liability
protection but rather the betterment of education for all students. Not only will poorly
designed school accountability systems face court challenge, they will also fail to achieve
their goal of improving education.
School Support Systems
Greg Orlofsky (2002) found that high poverty, high minority schools received
significantly less state and local money than did other schools. Jerald (2002) determined
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that students in high poverty, high minority schools were almost twice as likely to be
taught by teachers who were inexperienced or teaching outside their specialties.
Lashway (2003) discusses that states and districts should align policies and
practices with academic goals. In amulti-tiered governance system (federal, state, and
local), schools have often been subject to disjointed or contradictory policies, “zigging
one way to satisfy a state or federal mandate and zagging back again to keep the district
office happy.” The author also notes that some states have made major strides in aligning
goals, instruction, and assessment.
In the pilot schools implementing performance-driven budgeting (PDB), the
impact study found a small, but statistically significant, increase in student academic
outcomes (Seigel 2003). Seigel (2003) found that the PDB pilot program confirmed its
core hypothesis: Student achievement does improve when schools have significant
control over their resources and instructional planning. Students in the sixty-one schools
that adopted PDB had slightly higher test scores than their counterparts in their own
districts and in the city as a whole (Viadero, 2002).
CHAPTER in
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Development ofDifferentiated Supervision Model
A school’s differentiated supervision classification is determined by the
utilization of a weighted formula, with 50% assigned to progress data and the other 50%
distributed across performance data. Progress data is defined as the individual school
targets that contribute to the achievement of school system targets in the areas of student
achievement on standardized tests, attendance, and enrollment in higher-level courses.
Performance data is defined as the results of student performance on state-mandated
standardized tests (State Criterion Reference Competency Test (CRCT), Iowa Test of
Basic Skills (ITBS)/Stanford 9, State Writing Assessment, and the State High School
Graduation Test (HSGT)).
As a means of systemically improving student achievement, the subject district
embarked upon an aggressive plan to improve the quality of instruction in all classrooms
for all students. Some of the major tenets of the plan included setting individual school
targets, teacher professional development, and implementation of comprehensive school
reform designs, implementing a facilities master plan, and integrating a new technology
infrastructure. The school targets focus on increasing enrollment of higher-level courses.
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Knowing that different schools have different needs, the researcher decided to
devise a mechanism to make sure that schools with the greatest need received the most
support and guidance from the central administration support structures. The vision for
the differentiated supervision model is to inform district administrators of the severity of
an individual school’s needs and to provide guidance for the requisite level of
supervisory and resource support.
The differentiated supervision model was designed by the researcher and
implemented in the subject district in the fall of 2000. The weighted formula varies
based on the grade level being appraised. For elementary schools, the total score for each
school is a weighted average of the percentage of targets met, the performance of
students in grade 4 on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Tests (GCRCT) in Reading,
Language Arts, and Mathematics, and the fifth grade writing results. In the middle
schools, the total score for each school is a weighted average of the percentage of targets
met, performance of students in grades 6 and 8 on the GCRCT in Reading and
Mathematics, and the performance of the eighth graders on the Middle Grades Writing
Assessment (MGWA). In high schools, the total score for each school is a weighted
average of the percentage of targets met and the performance of students on the
English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Writing, Social Studies, and Science components
of the Georgia High School Graduation Tests (GHSGT). Schools are reclassified
armually based on the weighted formula. There are three classifications that a school can
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be placed into based on the total score from the weighted formula. The total DSCM
score categorized schools as follows:
• Nondirective 100-84%
• Collaborative 83 — 69%
• Directive below 69%
A designation of nondirective is described as a school that has the autonomy to
plan and implement the school’s instructional program with a low level of central office
oversight and supervision. Schools designated as collaborative are allowed to negotiate
the level of autonomy to plan and implement its instructional program with amoderate
level of supervision from central office support structures. All directive schools plan and
implement the instructional program with a high level of supervision and resource
support fi'om central office. Table 1 summarizes the levels of autonomy based on the
classification.
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Table 1: Differentiated Supervision Descriptions
Non-Directed Collaborative Directed
1 MONTHLY Required Required Required
REPORT
2 PRINCIPALS’ Required Required Required
MEETING
3 STAFF Design own plan as Design own plan Work with School
DEVELOPMENT long as it is aligned aligned to the SAP Reform Team
to School with the approval by (SRT) staff to
Achievement Plan Executive Director design plan
(SAP) and CSR.
4 STAFF Required Required Required
EVALUATION
5 BUDGET Flexibility within Negotiate within Flexibility with
district guidelines or district guidelines in the involvement
approval to deviate collaboration with and approval of
within allotment the Executive the Executive
Director Director
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Table 1: Differentiated Supervision Descriptions, continued
6 STAFFING Flexibility in Flexibility in








Annual update Submit written









present plan to SRT
orally for approval
Figure 1 diagram the relationship between the factors that were included as inputs
into the calculation of the DSCM score and the resulting DSCM category assigned to
individual schools. Figure 2 reiterates the distinctions between the levels of supervision













































Figure 1: Differentiated Supervision Classification Model
STAFF STUDENT DESIRED
DEVELOPMENT BUDGET STAFFING ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS
PLAN
Figure 2: Differentiated Classification Supervision Model Theory of Action and Desired Results
O
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Statement ofTheory and Variables
Picus (2000) determined that although no studies to date have looked
systematieally at student-level resource allocation patterns, it is clear that much of the
school finance community would benefit from such knowledge. However, collection of
student-level data is complex and difficult. He urges the research community to develop
strategies to collect this information accurately and without undue burden on local school
officials is critical. Picus (2000) concluded that while school-level data are attractive for
a number of reasons, student-level data collections have the potential to be more cost-
effective and more useful in improving our understanding of student learning.
The theoretical framework for the current study focuses on independent variables
that include school grade level, mathematics test performance, English Language Arts
test performance, reading test performance, higher level course enrollments, student
attendance, percent of school targets met. Comprehensive School Reform Model, socio¬
economic status, and Title I per pupil resource allocation. Secondary schools historically
have demonstrated lower levels of student performance (GA DOE). Additionally,
curriculum, organizational structures, school climate, accountability requirements,
student test requirements, promotion and retention requirements, parental involvement,
and many other conditions differ across and within grade levels. Socioeconomic status,
student attendance patterns and financial resource allocations vary greatly across grade
levels.
The dependent variables include a school’s DSCM 2000 category, DSCM 2006
category, DSCM 2000 score, DSCM 2006 score, and the schools’ DSCM improvement
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from 2000 to 2006. The DSCM categories and scores were determined by use of the
DSCM algorithm. The definitions ofvariables are summarized in the definition
of variable terms table (Table 2).







Independent Refers to test results from state mandated
mathematics assessments. These include Georgia
Criterion Reference Competency Test, Iowa Test of






Independent Refers to test results from state mandated English
Language Arts assessments. These include Georgia
Criterion Reference Competency Test, Georgia
Writing Assessment, Iowa Test ofBasic Skills, and
Georgia High School Graduation Test.
Reading Test
Performance
Independent Refers to test results from state mandated Reading
assessments. These include Georgia Criterion
Reference Competency Test, Georgia Writing
Assessment, Iowa Test ofBasic Skills, and Georgia
High School Graduation Test.
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Table 2. Definition ofVariable Terms, continued
DSCM 2000
classification
Dependent Schools are classified as non-directive, collaborative, and
directive based on performance and progress data.
DSCM 2006
classification
Dependent Schools are classified as non-directive, collaborative, and
directive based on performance and progress data.
DSCM 2000
Score
Dependent Score is generated from the use of the DSCM algorithm
DSCM 2006
Score




Independent This variable is applicable to secondary schools only.
It addresses changes in enrollment in Algebra and
Geometry in middle schools. At the high school
level, it refers to increased enrollment in Advance




Independent Refers to changes in the percent of students with 10
or more days absent from school within the full
academic year.
Grade Level Independent Refers to elementary as schools covering grades
kindergarten through grade five and secondary
schools.
24









Independent Refers to whole school instructional programs that




Independent Refers to per pupil federal Title 1 allocation to




Independent AYP holds each local school district and each
individual school accountable for the academic
success of students. In Georgia, AYP requires
schools to meet standards in three areas: Test
Participation, Academic Performance (for both
Mathematics and Reading/English Language Arts),
and a Second Indicator.
Targets Independent The target areas include improving student
attendance, enrollment in higher-level courses and
incrementally increasing student achievement on




Several school based characteristics and measurements are utilized in the
assignment of a DSCM score and the resulting DSCM classification. In the second phase
of the research, independent variables including socioeconomic status, principal
experience, and grade level are examined as potential determinants of school
improvements within a DSCM resource allocation framework.
Prior Research and the Current Study
As discussed in the prior subsections, several studies have indicated the
importance of detailed data analysis related to the supervision of schools, school
accountability systems, and resource allocation of schools. It is critical to determine
whether enhanced analysis of available to data can be utilized to effectively categorize
schools based on their dociunented need. Also, it is important to determine whether
providing customized supervision and resource allocation based on such a categorization
can lead to significant improvements in schools over time.
Research Questions
The research questions for this study were designed to investigate whether the
goal of improving student achievement is supported by targeting resource allocation and
level of central office oversight based on school level needs. Implicit in the research is a
focus on the relationship between supporting schools through resources and improving
school performance. The research questions for this study are as follows:
Is there a statistically significant difference between the improvement of
elementary schools and secondary schools that have implemented a DSCM
model?
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0 Is there a statistically difference between the improvement of schools Originally
ranked in the lowest category and those originally ranked in the highest category
as a result of implementing the DSCM model?
0 Is there a statistically difference in the improvement of schools based on the SES
level of the student body as the result of implementing the DSCM model?
0 Is there a statistically difference between the improvement of schools based on
the years of experience of the principal at the school as a result of implementing
the DSCM model?
^ Is there a statistically significant difference in the improvement of schools based
on monetary resources allocated to schools as the result of implementing the
DSCM model?
Hypotheses
The hypotheses for this study were designed to investigate if the goal of
improving student achievement is supported by targeting resource allocation and level of
central office oversight based on school level needs. Additionally, the hypotheses
examine the extent that school factors may impact the ability of the DSCM model to
succeed in this goal.
The current research focuses on the effect of situational factors such as
socioeconomic status, principal experience, and grade level on the ability of a DSCM
framework to result in school improvement. The following hypotheses are developed
based on the findings of prior research examining accountability systems and resource
allocation frameworks:
HI There is no statistically significant difference between the improvement







There is no statistically difference between the improvement of schools
Originally ranked in the lowest category and those originally ranked in
the highest category as a result of implementing the DSCM model.
There is no statistically difference in the improvement of schools based
on the SES level of the student body as the result of implementing the
DSCM model.
There is no statistically difference between the improvement of schools
based on the years of experience of the principal at the school as a result
of implementing the DSCM model.
There is no statistically significant difference in the improvement of
schools based on monetary resources allocated to schools as the result




For the tests of the five hypotheses related to the impact of situational factors on
the ability of schools to improve in a DSCM framework, the dependent veiriable
examined is school improvement. For the purposes of this research, school improvement
is operationalized as the change in DSCM score from year one to year six of
implementation of the DSCM framework within the subject district. The quantitative
research methods are described in the following two paragraphs.
The hypotheses related to the impact of leadership experience and grade level of
school on school improvement within a DSCM framework eire tested in a 2 (Grade Level
of School) X 4 (Principal Experience) mixed factorial design with two between-subjects
factors (see Figure 3). The two between-subjects factors are Grade Level of School
(elementary or secondary school) and Principal Experience (one to two years, three to









7 or more years
Figure 3. Study Design (2 x 4)
The hypothesis related to socioeconomic status is tested utilizing an analysis of
variance examining the impact of this factor on school improvement. The between
subject factor is the percentage of students on free or reduced lunch by group ranges of
90 - 100% of students, 80 - 89% of students, 70 - 79% of students, 50 - 69% of
students, and 0 - 49% of students. Differences in improvement between original ranked
lowest performing schools and original ranked higher performing schools are measured
with an independent samples t-test for equality ofmeans.
The hypothesis related to Title I allocation is tested using an independent samples
t-test. The comparison ofmeans was classified into two group’s ranging of $0 to $700
per student which represented 33 schools and $800 to $821 per student representing 44
schools. None of the subject schools were in the $701 to $799 per student.
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The hypothesis related to school improvement for original ranked lowest
performing schools is tested using an independent samples t-test. There are 34 target
group schools and 44 originally ranked higher performing schools.
Description of Study Population and Target Schools
The subject school district has a student population of approximately 47,000
schools in 89 schools. The present school district superintendent has been in place since
1999. The upper administration of the district also includes a deputy superintendent of
instruction and five school reform teams (SRTs), each led by an executive director who is
responsible for a number of schools. Other central administration instructional functions
include professional development, an office of student programs and services, and an
office of research planning and accountability.
The 78 schools included in this study represent those schools that existed in the
same configuration in both years one and six ofDSCM implementation. Schools that
consolidated, were closed, or newly opened during the implementation were excluded
from the study.
Thirty-four schools were identified as the lowest performing schools based on the
initial assignment of the DSCM score and categorization. These 34 schools received the
lowest original scores at both the elementary and secondary level and are compared with
the remaining 44 schools in the quantitative analysis.
Summary ofMethods
Prior to the model design that is being evaluated in this study, the subject school
district attempted several approaches or designs aimed at improving the achievement of
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individual schools. Some designs took into account singular performance indicators
across individual grade bands. One of the designs classified schools differently on each
individual grade in the school. For example, one elementary school was targeted for
three different levels ofoversight based on the performance of students in three different
grades. Upon further scrutiny by key instructional leaders in the subject school district,
these initial designs were determined to be unacceptable. The researcher of this study
proposed the differentiated supervision classification model being evaluated in the study
to the district officials. The premise of the proposal presented to the district was based on
those factors that the subject district and existing research considered to be important:
school progress indicators and performance indieators. The use of a software-based




Descriptive Statistics and Results
Appendix A includes the official subject school district documentation related to
the implementation of the differentiated supervision classification model. Included in the
documentation are the communicated rationale for model implementation, the
methodology developed to calculate scores, the summary of the developed framework,
and detailed results of the year one score assignments and classifications for individual
schools.
Table 3 describes the grade level (elementary or secondary), assigned school
reform team (SRT), years ofprincipal experience at that school, and socioeconomic
status for all of the 78 schools in the study. Socioeconomic status is measured as the
percentage of students in a school that receive free or reduced-price lunches.











PSIOI Elementary SRT 1 4 91.37
PS102 Elementary SRT 1 1 63.56
PS103 Elementary SRT 2 6 96.30
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Table 3. Description of 78 Schools in Research Study, continued
PS 104 Elementary SRT 1 5 97.32
PS 105 Elementary SRT4 6 89.90
PS106 Elementary SRT 4 5 91.39
PS 107 Elementary SRT 4 3 7.85
PS108 Elementary SRT 3 12 88.37
PS109 Elementary SRT 2 1 87.75
PSllO Elementary SRT 1 10 83.29
PSlll Elementary SRT 3 8 57.89
PS112 Elementary SRT 2 8 87.61
PS113 Elementary SRT 4 10 83.57
PS114 Elementary SRT 1 4 87.75
PS115 Elementary SRT 1 6 86.12
PS116 Elementary SRT 3 2 89.85
PS117 Elementary SRT 2 4 77.09
PS118 Elementary SRT 2 4 91.76
PS119 Elementary SRT 3 6 96.61
PS120 Elementary SRT 1 4 82.07
PS121 Elementary SRT 1 3 77.74
PS122 Elementary SRT 4 3 95.46
PS 123 Elementary SRT 2 24 98.83
PS124 Elementary SRT 4 12 88.52
PS125 Elementary SRT 1 6 86.65
PS 126 Elementary SRT 3 1 84.23
PS127 Elementary SRT 3 2 89.49
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Table 3. Description of 78 Schools in Research Study, continued
PS128 Elementary SRT2 8 85.59
PS129 Elementary SRT2 8 6.71
PS130 Elementary SRT4 8 92.36
PS131 Elementary SRT 1 7 79.09
PS132 Elementary SRT 1 6 17.57
PS133 Elementary SRT 3 3 83.93
PS134 Elementary SRT 1 4 12.75
PS135 Elementary SRT 3 5 88.39
PS136 Elementary SRT 1 5 88.15
PS137 Elementary SRT 1 5 74.19
PS138 Elementary SRT 1 2 41.22
PS139 Elementary SRT 4 4 93.57
PS140 Elementary SRT 4 4 88.51
PS141 Elementary SRT 2 2 10.21
PS142 Elementary SRT 4 6 94.31
PS143 Elementary SRT 2 6 82.39
PS 144 Elementary SRT 4 3 93.43
PS145 Elementary SRT 2 2 93.25
PS146 Elementary SRT 3 2 81.03
PS 147 Elementary SRT 4 3 86.56
PS148 Elementary SRT 1 4 91.41
PS149 Elementary SRT 2 4 96.78
PS150 Elementary SRT 1 16 54.79
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Table 3. Description of 78 Schools in Research Study, continued
PS151 Elementary SRT4 13 95.20
PS 152 Elementary SRT3 7 95.57
PS153 Elementary SRT4 9 78.20
PS154 Elementary SRT4 3 87.24
PS155 High SRT5 1 62.93
PS156 High SRT5 5 55.26
PS157 High SRT5 15 63.20
PS158 High SRT5 4 76.84
PS 159 High SRT5 1 73.55
PS 160 High SRT5 1 38.41
PS161 High SRT5 3 60.67
PS 162 High SRT5 4 72.62
PS163 High SRT5 1 51.29
PS 164 Middle SRT 1 5 76.64
PS 165 Middle SRT4 5 79.26
PS166 Middle SRT 3 1 69.19
PS 167 Middle SRT 4 2 69.95
PS168 Middle SRT 3 3 52.28
PS 169 Middle SRT 1 1 76.46
PS 170 Middle SRT 3 1 71.19
PS171 Middle SRT 2 2 73.63
PS 172 Middle SRT 2 2 81.38
PS173 Middle SRT 2 10 75.33
PS 174 Middle SRT 4 8 63.33
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Table 3. Description of 78 Schools in Research Study, continued
PS 175 Middle SRT 1 11 66.72
PS 176 Middle SRT4 6 54.47
PS 177 Middle SRT 3 6 65.71
PS 178 Middle SRT 1 8 51.60
Tables 4 and 5 provide descriptions for the 34 targeted original ranked low-
performance schools (Table 4) and the remaining 44 higher original ranked performance
schools (Table 5). In each table, the grade level, year one DSCM score, year one DSCM
category, year six DSCM score, year six DSCM category, and school improvement are
listed for each school. School improvement is operationalized as the change in DSCM
score from year one to year six. Positive school improvement numbers indicate that the
school improved its score, while negative numbers indicate a decrease in score from year
one to year six.

















PS 102 Elementary 22.15 Directed 57.34 Directed 35.19
PS 103 Elementary 26.81 Directed 60.53 Directed 33.72
PS 106 Elementary 31.10 Directed 72.32 Collaborative 41.22
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Table 4. Description of 34 Originally Low-Performing Schools, continued
PS164 Middle 34.10 Directed 82.19 Collaborative 48.09
PS 109 Elementary 40.57 Directed 84.06 NonDirective 43.49
PS113 Elementary 42.20 Directed 73.82 Collaborative 31.62
PS114 Elementary 35.20 Directed 53.28 Directed 18.08
PS115 Elementary 44.17 Directed 77.36 Collaborative 33.19
PS116 Elementary 30.72 Directed 83.21 Collaborative 52.49
PS118 Elementary 17.16 Directed 53.78 Directed 36.62
PS120 Elementary 39.52 Directed 82.95 Collaborative 43.43
PS167 Middle 38.09 Directed 82.25 Directed 44.16
PS128 Elementary 39.02 Directed 58.23 Directed 19.21
PS131 Elementary 42.57 Directed 60.08 Directed 17.51
PS169 Middle 35.94 Directed 70.90 Collaborative 34.96
PS 132 Elementary 22.55 Directed 83.55 NonDirective 61.00
PS170 Middle 43.00 Directed 60.08 Collaborative 17.08
PS133 Elementary 42.56 Directed 91.75 NonDirective 49.19
PS171 Middle 25.82 Directed 73.63 Collaborative 47.81
PS136 Elementary 37.56 Directed 88.95 Collaborative 51.39
PS172 Middle 38.90 Directed 75.82 Collaborative 36.92
PS138 Elementary 26.90 Directed 85.61 NonDirective 58.71
PS 173 Middle 33.71 Directed 86.44 Collaborative 52.73
PS 140 Elementary 25.50 Directed 49.74 Directed 24.24
PS141 Elementary 25.16 Directed 82.15 Collaborative 56.99
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Table 4. Description of 34 Originally Low-Performing Schools, continued
PS143 Elementary 21.86 Directed 63.57 Directed 41.71
PS 144 Elementary 40.90 Directed 57.58 Directed 16.68
PS175 Middle 41.11 Directed 72.27 Directed 31.16
PS145 Elementary 19.31 Directed 62.47 Directed 43.16
PS148 Elementary 40.51 Directed 96.50 NonDirective 55.99
PS 177 Middle 43.54 Directed 71.26 Directed 27.72
PS149 Elementary 41.77 Directed 35.45 Directed -6.32
PS 152 Elementary 36.37 Directed 66.97 Directed 30.60




Totals 33.80 34 Directed 70.97 Directive 37.16

















PSIOI Elementary 57.88 Directed 64.17 Directed 6.29
PS 104 Elementary 70.69 Collaborative 69.92 Collaborative -0.77
PS 105 Elementary 57.70 Directed 41.29 Directed -16.41
PS 107 Elementary 79.30 Collaborative 90.71 NonDirective 11.41
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Table 5. Description of 44 Originally High-Performing Schools
PS108 Elementary 63.09 Directed 70.97 Collaborative 7.88
PS 165 Middle 46.33 Directed 79.26 Collaborative 32.93
PS155 High 57.00 Directed 51.54 Directed -5.46
PSllO Elementary 62.78 Directed 76.32 Collaborative 13.54
PSlll Elementary 78.25 Collaborative 87.71 NonDirective 9.46
PS112 Elementary 71.34 Collaborative 82.71 Collaborative 11.37
PS166 Middle 50.34 Directed 58.08 Collaborative 7.74
PS117 Elementary 60.34 Directed 56.83 Directed -3.51
PS156 High 67.40 Directed 55.26 Directed -12.14
PS119 Elementary 54.23 Directed 88.31 NonDirective 34.08
PS121 Elementary 54.20 Directed 81.56 Collaborative 27.36
PS 122 Elementary 72.30 Collaborative 64.77 Directed -7.53
PS123 Elementary 56.52 Directed 61.88 Directed 5.36
PS 157 High 78.61 Collaborative 63.2 Directed -15.41
PS 124 Elementary 69.30 Collaborative 73.96 Collaborative 4.66
PS125 Elementary 54.49 Directed 74.06 Collaborative 19.57
PS126 Elementary 50.98 Directed 56.18 Directed 5.2
PS 127 Elementary 53.38 Directed 71.96 Collaborative 18.58
PS129 Elementary 47.03 Directed 67.07 Directed 20.04
PS168 Middle 76.87 Collaborative 46.72 Directed -30.15
PS130 Elementary 85.00 NonDirective 80.32 Collaborative -4.68
PS158 High 63.76 Directed 76.84 Collaborative 13.08
PS 134 Elementary 46.27 Directed 80.61 Collaborative 34.34
PS135 Elementary 76.63 Collaborative 80.52 Collaborative 3.89
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Table 5. Description of 44 Originally High-Performing Schools, continued
PS 159 High 81.00 Collaborative 73.55 Collaborative -7.45
PS 137 Elementary 24.86 Directed 59.83 Directed 34.97
PS 139 Elementary 61.53 Directed 65.33 Directed 3.8
PS 142 Elementary 85.50 NonDirective 85.26 NonDirective -0.24
PS 160 High 69.57 Collaborative 38.41 Directed -31.16
PS161 High 60.83 Directed 60.67 Directed -0.16
PS 174 Middle 46.86 Directed 68.89 Directed 22.03
PS 162 High 63.00 Directed 72.62 Collaborative 9.62
PS146 Elementary 61.69 Directed 95.7 NonDirective 34.01
PS147 Elementary 72.24 Collaborative 73.06 Collaborative 0.82
PS176 Middle 48.53 Directed 58.84 Collaborative 10.31
PS 163 High 63.50 Directed 51.29 Directed -12.21
PS150 Elementary 70.29 Collaborative 82.76 Collaborative 12.47
PS151 Elementary 57.00 Directed 66.17 Directed 9.17
PS 154 Elementary 50.50 Directed 41.05 Directed -9.45








& 5 Non-Directive 6.25
41
Tests ofHypotheses
Impact of School Grade Level on School Improvement (HI)
The mean measurement of school improvement based on principal experience and
school grade level is given in Figure 4. As noted in the figure, elementary schools
demonstrated greater levels of school improvement for three of four categories of
principal experience, while secondary schools showed greater improvement than

















Figure 4. Mean School Improvement (Change in Differentiated Supervision
Classification Model Score) Based on Principal Experience and Grade Level.
Hypothesis HI predicted that there is no statistically significant difference
between the improvement of elementary schools and secondary schools that have
implemented a DSCM model. This hypothesis is examined by analyzing the impact of
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principal experience and school grade level on the overall school improvement level. A
two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test the impact of the two
independent variables on school improvement. As shown in Table 6, principal
experience moderately affected school improvement in the DSCM framework (F = 2.221,
p = .093). School grade level significantly impacted school improvement under DSCM
(F = 4.394, p = .040). HI is rejected by this analysis. Overall, elementary schools and
schools with less principal experience showed greater improvement under the DSCM
than secondary schools and schools with principals with tenure greater than seven years.
Table 6. ANOVA Results. Dependent Variable: Score in 2006 less score in 2000
(School Improvement)
Source






2852.215 3 950.738 2.221 .093
School Grade
Level






2308.007 3 769.336 1.797 .156
Error 29970.575 70 428.151
Total 66784.663 78
Corrected Total 36433.213 77
R‘‘=.177 (F= 2.156, p= .049; Adjusted = .095)
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Impact ofOriginal Performance on School Improvement (H2)
The mean change in score (school improvement) for original low performing
schools significantly outpaced that of the original higher performing schools as
represented in Table 7. The mean school improvement for original low performing
school measured 37.16 compared to 6.25 for the original high performing schools.
Additionally, the mean DSCM score for original low performing schools (70.97) actually
exceeds that of the originally high performing schools (68.51) by year six of
implementation.
Table 7. Descriptive Statistics: School Improvement ofOriginally Low versus High
Performing Schools
Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
Mean
Change in score Target group of 34 34 37.16 14.81102 2.54007
Other Schools 44 6.25 15.89981 2.39699
Score in 2006 Target group of 34 34 70.97 14.01704 2.40390
Non-focus group 44 68.51 13.68598 2.06324
Score in 2000 Target group of 34 34 33.80 8.22053 1.40981
Non-focus group 44 62.26 12.36582 1.86422
Hypothesis H2 predicted that there is no statically significant difference between
the improvement of schools originally ranked lowest in performance scores and
subsequently received the highest levels of supervision would show significantly greater
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improvement than the schools that received higher original performance scores. This
hypothesis is examined by analyzing the change in score, the DSCM 2000 score, and the
DSCM 2006 score for the target group of the original 34 lowest performing schools
versus the other schools. An Independent Samples T-test was utilized to compare the two
groups of schools. As indicated by Table 8, H2 is rejected because the mean school
improvement of originally lower performing schools is significantly higher than
originally higher performing schools (T = 8.769, p = .000).
Table 8. Independent Samples T-Test Results. School Improvement ofLower versus
Higher Performing Schools.
Levene's Test for t-test for Equality ofMeans
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean
tailed) Difference
Equal variances assumed .037 .848 8.769 76 .000 30.9091
Equal variances not assumed 8.850 73.321 .000 30.9091
Impact of Socioeconomic Status on School Improvement (H3)
The mean change in score (school improvement) is highest for schools with 0% to
49% socioeconomic status (30.19). Schools with a 50% to 69% socioeconomic status
had the lowest level of school improvement at 5.90. Overall, schools at every level of
overall socioeconomic status demonstrated school improvement, and the mean overall
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improvement in DSCM score was 19.73. With the exception of schools with a
socioeconomic status range of 50 to 69 percent of students, schools with lower
percentages of impoverished students showed greater levels of improvement under the
DSCM framework.
Table 9. Descriptive Statistics. Mean School Improvement Based On Socioeconomic
Status by Group Ranges
Group Ranges in Percent Mean N
90 to 100 15.60 18
80 to 89 24.13 23
70 to 79 26.87 15
50 to 69 5.90 15
0 to 49 30.19 7
Total 19.73 78
Hypothesis H3 predicted that there is no statically significant difference in the
improvement of schools based on socioeconomic status level of the student body as a
result of the implementation of the DSCM. This hypothesis is examined by analyzing the
impact of socioeconomic status on school improvement. An ANOVA was utilized to test
the impact of socioeconomic status on school improvement. As indicated by Table 10,
schools with lower levels ofpoverty showed significantly higher levels of improvement
under the DSCM framework (F = 3.008, p = .024). Therefore, H3 is rejected because
socioeconomic status is statically significant within the DSCM model.











5155.553 4 1288.888 3.008 .024
Error 31277.660 73 428.461
Total 66784.663 78
Corrected Total 36433.213 77
R^ = .142(F=3.01,p=. 024; Adjusted = .094)
Impact ofPrincipal Experience on School Improvement (H4)
As represented in Table 11, 58 out of the 78 schools have principals with one to
six years of tenure, while 20 schools have principal with seven or more years of tenure.
The table also shows that 41 out of the 78 subject schools have greater than or equal to
80% of students on free or reduced lunch. Table 12 describes the mean school
improvement statistics for schools based on the two categories ofprincipal experience
and the five categories of socioeconomic status. The mean change in score for schools
with principals with one to six years of tenure is five percentage points higher than
schools with principals with seven or more years of tenure. With the exception of schools
50 to 69 percent of students on free or reduced lunch in Table 12, the mean in school
improvement increases as student poverty decreases.




Principal experience with 1 to 6 years 58
7 or more years 7 or more 20
years
90 to 100 18
80 to 89 23
SES by groups 70 to 79 15
50 to 69 15
0 to 49 7
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics: Principal Experience and Socioeconomic Status
Principal SES by groups in Mean N
experience percentages
90 to 100 17.1636 14
80 to 89 27.4559 17
1 to 6 Years
70 to 79 24.9250 12
50 to 69 2.3156 9
0 to 49 31.8817 6
Total 21.0047 58
90 to 100 10.1125 4
80 to 89 14.7133 6
7 or more years 70 to 79 34.6700 3
50 to 69 11.2650 6
0 to 49 20.0400 1
Total 16.0185 20
90 to 100 15.5967 18
80 to 89 24.1317 23
Total 70 to 79 26.8740 15
50 to 69 5.8953 15
0 to 49 30.1900 7
Total 19.7262 78
Hypothesis H4 predicted that there is no statistically difference between the improvement
of schools based on the years of experience of the principal at the school as a result of
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implementing the DSCM model. This hypothesis is examined by analyzing the impact of
principal experience and socioeconomic status on the overall school improvement level.
A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test the impact of the two
independent variables on school improvement. As shown in Table 13, socioeconomic
status moderately affected school improvement in the DSCM framework (F = 2.148, p =
.084), yet principal experience is not significant when divided into two categories, which
indicates that H4 is rejected. However, the earlier Table 6 that showed a moderately
significant effect ofprincipal tenure on school improvement when principal teniue is
divided into four categories which also supports the rejection ofH4.









Principal Experience 69.545 1 69.545 .159 .691
Socioeconomic Group 3761.210 4 940.303 2.148 .084
Principal Experience * 1435.638 4 358.909 .820 .517
SESGROUP
Error 29766.454 68 437.742
Total 66784.663 78
Corrected Total 36433.213 77
= .183 (F = 1.692, p= .108; Adjusted = .075)
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Impact ofMonetary Resource Allocation on School Improvement (H5)
There are 45 schools that receive $800 to $821 per student of federal Title I
funding compared to 33 that receive $0 to $700 per student. As shown in Table 14,
schools that received higher levels of this monetary allocation registered greater
improvements in DSCM score (25.33) versus schools that received lower levels of
funding (13.02).
Table 14. Descriptive Statistics: Mean Change in DSCM score based on the FY07 Title
1 per pupil allocation
Title I allocation for 2007 per student N School
Improvement
$0 to $700 per student 33 13.02
$800 to $821 per student 45 25.33
H5 predicted that there is no statistically significant difference in the
improvement of schools based on monetary resources allocated to schools as the result of
implementing the DSCM model. As shown in Table 15, an independent samples t-test
shows that monetary funding is a significant factor in the improvement of schools (p =
.013). The monetary resources allocated to schools significantly impact the ability of
schools to improve within the DSCM framework. H5 is rejected by this analysis.
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Table 15. Independent Samples T-Test Results. Change in DSCM score from 2000 to
2006 based on the FY07 Title 1 per pupil allocation
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t-test for Equality ofMeans




.270 .605 -2.550 75 .013 -12.31
Equal variances not
assumed
-2.487 61.909 .016 -12.31
CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS
Findings
This study examines the ability of a differentiated supervision model to initiate
quality improvements in school systems by classifying schools according to several
identified factors andmodifying the resources allocated to all schools based on their
supervision classification. This study was based on the premise that individual schools
vary in their resource needs due to both internal and external factors, and school systems
can improve the performance of individual schools by customizing the supervision of and
resources allocated to those schools.
Conceptual development and an archival post-hoc analysis approach were used to
analyze the effects of the supervision model on the improvement of schools in a large
urban school district. The researcher developed the supervision model and collected data
regarding school characteristics, classification, and performance for individual schools
during the first and sixth years of implementation.
The researcher found that the grade level of schools, the years of experience of
school principals, the socioeconomic status of schools, and monetary funding
significantly impact the ability of the differentiated supervision model to impact school
improvement. Additionally, the results of the study indicate that schools with the lowest
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performance (or greatest need) at the initiation of the classification model had
significantly higher levels of improvement than schools with higher performance
initially. While schools in every category improved under the DSCM model, those
schools with original low levels ofperformance eventually registered DSCM scores that
exceeded those of schools with originally high performance.
Implications
Elementary schools demonstrated greater levels of school improvement for three of
four categories ofprincipal experience, while secondary schools showed greater
improvement than elementary schools for those schools with the most experienced
principals. Overall, elementary schools and schools with less principal experience
showed greater improvement under the DSCM than secondary schools and schools with
principals with tenure greater than seven years. These findings imply that improving the
quality of teaching and learning is more challenging for secondary schools than it is for
elementary schools. Secondary schools are more complex entities therefore stable
leadership is important.
The mean school improvement for original low performing school measured 594%
greater than the original high performing schools. Additionally, the mean DSCM score
for original low performing schools actually exceeds that of the originally high
performing schools by year six of implementation. The findings ofH2 implies that when
schools with greater needs are properly identified and subsequently provided the attention
needed to fill the gaps in the quality of teaching and learning improvements in progress
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and performance indicators will be realized. Additionally, this finding also supports the
notion that change takes time.
The mean change in score (school improvement) is highest for schools with 0% to
49% socioeconomic status. Schools with a 50% to 69% socioeconomic status had the
lowest level of school improvement. It is important to note that four of the secondary
schools in the 50% to 69% had an average change in score loss of 17.49, which greatly
affected this groups average school improvement. The mean change in score (15.60%)
for schools with a socioeconomic range of 90% to 100% (18 schools) is nearly half the
mean change in score (30.19) of schools with a socioeconomic range of 0% to 49%. The
findings ofH3 imply that as socioeconomic status increases the rate of school
improvement decreases.
Principal experience is not significant when divided into only two categories.
However, H4 showed moderately significant effect of principal tenure on school
improvement when principal tenure is divided into four categories. The findings ofH4
implies that the processes related to the recruitment, selection, hiring and induction of
school level leadership were more effective than other years.
Monetary resources allocated to schools significantly impact the ability of schools to
improve within the DSCM framework. The findings ofH5 imply that as school funding
which leads to additional resources increase that schools significantly improve on their
progress and performance indicators.
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Limitations of the Study
While this study developed a viable supervision and resource allocation model
that resulted in significant levels of school improvement, the results of the study may not
be generalizable to school districts that serve different student body populations. For
example, it is unknown whether similar levels of improvement would be found in
suburban or rural districts, districts that serve fewminority students, and or districts that
are smaller in size. However, the utilization of single school district allowed for the
prevention ofdistrict effects and the control of other factors that may have influenced the
results, such as teacher training and central office administrative structure.
Additionally, the factors that were found to significantly impact the ability of
schools to improve under the DSCM framework may vary based on the aforementioned
district characteristics. It is important to examine such a framework in various district
settings and to potentially further customize the model itself based on the identified
improvement needs of school districts.
Findings
Recommendations
The conclusions drawn from the findings suggest that utilizing a customized
approach to the supervision of individual schools and the resources allocated to those
schools can lead to performance improvements. School systems can benefit from the
reduction in scarce resources necessary for schools that require less direct supervision
and the increased performance results from schools that are assigned increased
supervision and resources. Based on the findings of each hypothesis the following
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recommendations may impact administrative practices in school district across the
country:
1. Based on the results ofHI it is evident that a greater amount of resources,
supervision and support are needed for secondary schools.
2. Based on the implications ofH2 districts should continually identify schools with
greater needs by use ofprogress and performance indicators. Too often districts
focus only student test data and quickly abandon change efforts without making
sure that sufficient progress is not being made.
3. Based on the findings and implications of H3, districts should make every attempt
to significantly increase the resources, supervision, and support to schools that
have the highest percent of students on free and reduced lunch.
4. Based on the implications ofH4, districts should begin implementing processes to
document and evaluate human resource practices related to the recruitment,
selection, hiring and induction of school level leadership.
Based on the findings of each hypothesis the following recommendations may impact
policy regulations and practices in school district across the coimtry:
1. Based on the results of HI it is evident that as secondary principals are hired
additional incentives related to school improvement should be considered to
encourage extended retention.
2. A major policy change that should occur based on the implications of H5, is local,
state and the federal government must find a way and the means to provide
additional resources to districts and schools that show the greatest needs.
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Future research should carefully track all monetary resources as well as human resources
that are allocated to individual schools based on their DSCM classification. Such an
analysis will provide a rich set of data for analysis of the benefits of customized resource
allocation. It is important to provide schools with needed resources to aid their quality
improvements while managing the scarce resources allotted to education in a fiscally
prudent manner.
Another key area of research is whether the differentiated supervision classification
model can provide school level administrators a viable methodology in supporting and
supervising classroom teachers based on teacher targets and student performance levels.
Individual teacher progress and performance indicators could identify specific needs
related instruction, professional development, and/or resources. It is strongly
recommended that the differentiated supervision classification model is implemented
with the intention of identifying teachers and/or schools that have greater needs.
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Appendix A






Definitions and Criteria for Categories




Created and Prepared By: Adrian L. Epps
Coordinator of Special Projects
Rationale
The optimal goal ofAtlanta Public Schools is to improve student achievement
systemically. The purpose of the Differentiated Supervision Classification Model is two¬
fold; 1) to recognize schools that consistently move toward the optimal goal; and 2) to
identify schools with the greatest need for assistance in achieving that goal. A school’s
Differentiated Supervision Classification is determined by the utilization of a weighted
formula with 50% assigned to progress data and the other 50% distributed across
performance data. Progress data is defined as the individual school targets that contribute
to the achievement of system targets in the areas of student achievement on standardized
tests, attendance and enrollment in higher-level courses. Performance data is defined as
the results of student performance on state mandated standardized test (CRCT,
ITBS/Stanford 9, Writing Assessment, GHSGT). This model places Atlanta Public
Schools in a proactive position to address the student achievement components of the A




Elementary Calculation'. Compilation of one-half (50%) of the percentage of targets met,
plus three-tenths (30%) of the percentages of the 4A grade CRCT's results, plus one-fifth
(20%) of the percentages of the 3rd and 5th grades ITBS results.
Middle School Calculation: Compilation of one-half (50%) of the percentage of targets
met, plus 39% of the 6th grade and 8th grade CRCT results, plus 6.5% of the Writing
Assessment, plus 4.5% of the 8th grades ITBS results.
High School Calculation: Compilation of one-half (50%) of the percentage of targets
met, plus one-tenth (10%) of the percentage ofeach component on the Georgia High
School Graduation Test results that first time test takers pass.
Schools are categorized by the total score as follows:
• Nondirected - 100% - 84%
• Collaborative - 83% - 69%
• Directed - below 69%
• Directed Plus - total score is within the directed range. However, the total score
is below the 50% mark and school has not adopted a comprehensive school
reform design.
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SRT V - Differentiated Supervision Model
School













Model50% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
PS 155 7 50.0 74 73 72 64 37 57% Directed
PS 182 8 57.1 82 69 81 57 69 = 64% Directed
PS 156 7 50.0 92 89 91 83 69 = 67% Directed
PS 157 10 71.4 92 90 89 85 73 = 79% Collaborative
PS184 4 28.6 81 56 86 47 60 = 47% Directed
PS 158 5 35.7 98 94 88 92 87 = 64% Directed
PS 159 10 71.4 95 94 94 90 76 = 81% Collaborative
PS 160 8 57.1 94 88 71 80 77 = 70% Collaborative
PS161 6 42.9 92 87 83 80 52 61% Directed
PS 162 7 50.0 88 88 90 66 48 = 63% Directed
PS163 7 50.0 80 74 82 59 90 64% Directed
Formula Cl 14 100.0 100 100 100 100 100 = 100% Non-Directed
Legend
GHSGT: Percentage of first time test takers successfully passing respective subject areas.
Percent
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SRT 5 - Formula Totals
Schools
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%Met Read 6 Lang Art 6 Read 8 Lang Art 6 Math 6 Math 8 %349-f Read 6 Math 8
Formula Supervision
50.00% 6.50% 6.50% 6.50% 6.50% 6.50% 6.50% 6.50% 2.25% 2.25% Total Model
PSiSl N/A N/A 64 54 N/A N/A 62 no 8th no 6th no 8th no 6th N/A Directed
PS164 1 14.3 53 47 64 54 48 36 83 37 49 34% Directed
PS 166 4 57.1 44 33 60 46 36 37 54 28 44 £ 50% Directed
PS16S 5 71.4 86 78 90 85 79 76 91 65 74 = 77% Collaborative
PS 169 3 42.9 37 28 35 29 28 12 39 22 22 S 36% Directed
PS 170 3 42.9 54 35 55 35 50 25 56 27 36 = 43% Directed
PS171 1 14.3 39 28 50 36 38 32 38 27 49 S 26% Directed
PS 172 3 429 38 25 58 34 26 22 48 24 29 S 39% Directed Plus
PS 173 2 26.6 46 28 54 37 32 38 41 28 38 = 34% Directed
PS 174 2 286 72 67 71 64 72 47 68 57 59 S 47% Directed Plus
PS 175 3 42.9 55 36 49 35 35 21 52 27 30 S 41% Directed
PS 176 4 57.1 45 32 63 40 38 24 44 29 32 S 49% Directed Plus
PS 167 2 28.6 52 37 63 48 51 37 53 31 42 = 36% Directed Plus
PS 177 3 429 50 35 57 42 37 34 62 30 37 s 44% Directed Rus
PS 165 4 57.1 32 23 47 41 28 28 50 28 42 s 46% Directed
PS 178 4 57.1 69 55 75 63 60 57 77 41 56 = 60% Directed
1
Formula Check 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 = 100% Non-Directed 1
Legend
CRCT: Percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards
ITBS: ITBS Mean National Percentile Rank
Writing Assessment: Percentage of students scoring 349 or above
Percent
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All Middle Schools Formula Totals
Schools
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SRT IV - D fferentiated Supervision Modei

















Model50% 10% 10% 10% 5% 5% 5% 5% Totals
PS 179 4 44.4 42 40 31 24 23 39 29 = 39% Directed Plus
PS 105 7 77.8 34 50 37 43 39 23 30 = 58% Directed
PS 106 2 22.2 40 47 34 36 33 39 49 31% Directed Plus
PS 107 6 66.7 95 98 93 83 92 61 92 = 79% Collaborative
PS113 4 44.4 34 47 31 61 50 34 31 = 42% Directed Plus
PS 122 7 77.8 66 73 73 54 66 59 66 = 72% Collaborative
PS 124 8 88.9 41 49 31 83 57 53 63 69% Collaborative
PS 130 7 77.8 94 98 96 85 92 80 90 = 85% Non-Directed
PS 189 5 55.6 42 49 39 36 44 48 41 s 49% Directed Plus
PS191 6 66.7 32 45 41 44 63 37 31 = 54% Directed
PS 139 5 55.6 73 76 57 65 68 62 68 = 62% Directed
PS 140 1 11.1 43 46 33 36 38 40 41 = 26% Directed Plus
PS142 7 77.8 99 99 100 82 97 77 80 s 85% Non-Directed
PS 144 3 33.3 38 52 44 55 58 50 54 = 41% Directed Plus
PS151 6 66.7 43 52 27 72 63 58 29 = 57% Directed
PS 153 2 22.2 19 24 21 31 23 27 28 = 23% Directed Plus
PS 154 5 55.6 39 46 27 61 46 61 62 s 50% Directed
Formula Chi 9 100.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 = 100% Non-Directed
Legend
Grades 3 & 5: ITBS Mean National Percentile Rank
Grade 4: Percentage of students meeting or exceed CRCT standards
Percent
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<f^ <f^ <f^ <f^ 9“^ <f^ <f^ <f^ <f^ <f^ <f^
Schools
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SRT III - Differentiated Supervision Model




















50% 10% 10% 10% 5% 5% 5% 5%
PS 108 7 77.8 49 51 47 57 47 38 48 = 63% Directed
PSlll 9 100.0 61 67 49 51 63 47 50 S 78% Collaborative
PS 116 3 33.3 24 43 27 26 28 21 18 = 31% Directed
PS 119 6 66.7 37 55 49 30 35 34 37 54% Directed
PS 126 5 55.6 52 59 43 36 43 40 37 = 51% Directed
PS127 6 66.7 43 44 33 36 36 48 41 = 53% Directed
PS 186 8 88.9 50 71 67 72 64 59 57 = 76% Collaborative
PS133 2 22.2 65 70 67 54 63 57 51 = 43% Directed Plus
PS 188 2 22.2 24 43 28 24 25 45 66 = 29% Directed Plus
PS 135 6 66.7 91 92 85 81 88 79 82 = 77% Collaborative
PS 190 5 55.6 43 47 36 23 34 67 65 = 50% Directed Plus
PS 194 4 44.4 60 72 63 37 44 52 55 = 51% Directed
PS 146 8 88.9 30 40 36 38 37 31 27 = 62% Directed
PS 195 2 22.2 61 61 53 57 55 47 53 = 39% Directed Plus
PS 152 3 33.3 38 54 33 28 37 40 39 = 36% Directed Plus
Formula Ch 9 100.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 = 100% Non-DIrected
Legend
Grades 3 & 5: ITBS Mean National Percentile Rank
Grade 4: Percentage of students who met or exceeded CRCT standards
Percent
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SRT 3 - Formula Totals
Schools
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SRT 11 - Differenttiated Supervision Model



















50% 10% 10% 10% 5% 5% 5% 5%
PS 103 1 11.1 43 46 38 43 54 32 42 = 27% Directed Plus
PS 109 3 33.3 35 52 41 56 60 56 50 s 41% Directed Plus
PS112 8 88.9 42 61 48 40 61 75 60 = 71% Collaborative
PS117 7 77.8 43 51 21 36 39 47 77 60% Directed
PS118 1 11.1 26 26 17 21 29 21 23 = 17% Directed Plus
PS 123 4 44.4 84 88 48 70 61 73 42 57% Directed
PS 183 5 55.6 29 49 20 32 39 51 40 = 46% Directed Pius
PS 185 7 77.8 42 63 32 52 52 45 65 = 63% Directed
PS 128 3 33.3 46 55 49 30 42 35 40 = 39% Directed
PS 129 5 55,6 39 42 36 39 41 29 42 = 47% Directed
PS 187 7 77.8 28 45 25 33 46 66 71 s 59% Directed
PS 193 9 100.0 19 34 23 39 36 42 41 = 66% Directed
PS141 2 22.2 20 33 27 23 27 37 34 = 25% Directed Plus
PS 143 1 11.1 24 33 21 65 44 35 26 s 22% Directed
PS145 1 11.1 19 28 18 34 34 51 26 s 19% Directed Plus
PS 149 4 44.4 38 57 39 28 32 32 31 = 42% Directed Plus
Formula Chi 9 100.0 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 = 100% Non-Directed
Legend
Grades 3 & 5: ITBS Mean National Percentile Rank
Grade 4: Percentage of students who met or exceeded CRCT standards
Percent
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SRT 2 Formula Totals
Schools
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SRT1 - Differentiated Supervision Model



















Model50% 5% 5% 10% 10% 10% 5% 5%
PSIOI 6 66.7 41 50 47 55 45 61 54 = 58% Directed
PS 180 7 77.8 43 50 48 61 43 53 61 = 64% Directed
PS 102 0 0.0 54 61 31 37 31 40 43 = 22% Directed
PS 104 8 88.9 48 57 52 64 63 44 40 = 71% Collaborative
PSllO 5 55.6 69 82 64 81 65 61 63 63% Directed
PS114 3 33.3 31 40 37 51 32 40 31 = 35% Directed Plus
PS115 4 44.4 48 41 48 54 42 31 38 s 44% Directed Plus
PS 120 3 33.3 36 34 40 57 35 72 73 = 40% Directed Plus
PS121 5 55.6 53 55 49 58 49 56 51 54% Directed
PS 125 7 77.8 24 27 32 46 29 36 35 = 54% Directed
PS131 4 44.4 34 39 41 49 34 50 46 = 43% Directed
PS132 0 0.0 52 52 36 51 28 45 47 s 23% Directed Plus
PS 134 4 44.4 42 55 49 67 44 37 41 = 46% Directed Plus
PS 136 2 22.2 39 46 56 81 59 47 60 = 38% Directed
PS137 1 11.1 30 33 48 51 40 40 33 s 25% Directed
PS138 0 0.0 43 56 55 69 69 40 52 s 27% Directed Plus
PS 192 6 66.7 54 50 44 58 32 34 45 = 57% Directed
PS 147 7 77.8 66 60 82 72 54 70 55 72% Collaborative
PS 148 2 22.2 63 62 53 68 51 57 56 = 41% Directed
PS 150 7 77.8 58 59 68 82 64 51 61 70% Collaborative
Formula Chea 9 100.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100% Non-Directed
Legend
Grades 3 & 5: ITBS Mean National Percentile Rank
Grade 4: Percentage of students who met or exceeded CRCT standards
Percent
73




Abrams, L. & Madaus, G. F. (2003). The Lessons ofHigh-Stakes Testing.
Educational Leadership. 61, 31-35.
Arcaro, J. (1996). Baldrige Award for Education: How to measure and
document quality improvement. NASSP, 80 (579), 119-120.
Berne, R., Sc Stiefel, L. (1997). Student-level school resource measures. In
Selected Papers in School finance, edited by W. J. Fowler. Washington DC: National
Center for Education Statistics.
Boser, U. (2001). Pressure Without Support Quality Counts 2001: A Better
Balance; Standards, Tests, and the Tools To Succeed. Education Week
Canciamilla, L. S. (1999). Align your system for success. Thrust for Educational
Leadership. 28 (3), 14-16.
Climaco, C. (1992). Getting to know schools using performance indicators:
Criteria, indicators and processes. Education Review. 44 (3), 295-308.
Crosby, B. (2002). The $100.000 Teacher : A Teacher's Solution To America's
Declining Public School System. Virginia: Capital Books.
Darling-Hammond, L. (1997). The Right To Learn: A Blueprint For Creating
Schools That Work. Indiana: Jossey-Bass.
Egan, K. (1997). The Educated Mind: How Cognitive Tools Shape Our
Understanding. Illinois: University OfChicago Press.
75
Geiger, P. E. (2002). When Superintendents Become the Generals. School
Administator. 59, 70-71.
Goldhaber, D. & Hannaway, J. (2004). Accountability with a Kicker:
Observations on the FloridaA+ Accountability Plan. Phi Delta Kappan. 4, 599-605.
Hanushek, E. A. & Raymond, M. E. (2001). The Confusing World of
Educational Accountability. National Tax Journal. 54,365-384.
Hargreaves, A.& Fink, D. (2003). Sustaining Leadership. Phi Delta Kappan.
84(9), 693-701.
Jacobson, L. (2003). Georgia. Education Week. 22(17), 122-123.
Jerald, C. (2001). Dispelling the Myth Revisited: Preliminary Findings from a
Nationwdde Analysis of "High-Flying" Schools. The Education Trust. [On-line], 27.
Available: http://vyww.edtrust.org
Johnson, J. (2003). What Does the Public Say About Accountability.
Educational Leadership. 61, 36-40.
Jones, B. L. (1988). Partnerships For Improving Schools. G.P. Putnam's Sons.
Jones, K. (2004). A Balanced School Accountability Model: An Alternative to
High Stakes Testing. Phi Delta Kappan. 4, 584-590.
Ladd, H. F. (2001). School-Based Educational Accountability Systems: The
Promise and the Pitfalls. National Tax Journal. 54,385-400.
Lashway, Larry (2003). The Mandate To Help Low-Performing Schools. ERIC
Digest. ED478248.
76
Meier, D. (1995). The Power Of Their Ideas: Lessons For America From A
Small School In Harlem. Boston, Mass.: Beacon Press.
Merrow, J. (2001). Choosing Excellence: "Good Enough" Schools Are Not Good
Enough. Maryland: Scarecrow Press.
Ogawa, R. T. &. Collom, E. (2000). Using Performance Indicators to Hold
Schools Accountable: Implicit Assumptions and Inherent Tensions. Peabody Journal of
Education. 75(4), 200-215.
Olson, L. (2004). Data Doubts Plague States, Federal Law. Education Week.
23(16), pl-2.
Orlofsky, G. (2002). The Fimding Gap: Low-Income and Minority Students
Receive Fewer Dollars. The Education Trust. [On-line], 20. Available:
http://www.edtrust.org.
Pan, D., Rudo, Z., Schneider, C. & Smith-Hansen, L. (2003). Examination of
Resource Allocation in Education: Connecting Spending to Student Performance.
Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.
Parkes, J. & Stevens, J. J. (2003). Legal Issues in School Accountability
Systems. Applied Measurement in Education. 16(2), 141-158.
Picus, L. O. (2000). Student-Level Finance Data: Wave of the Future?. Clearing
House. 74(2), 75-80.
Post, L. (2003). The Challenges ofAccountability. Educational Leadership. 61,
92.
77
Robelen, E. W. (2003). Louisiana. Education Week. 22(17), 135.
Rothman, R. (1995). Measuring Up: Standards. Assessment. And School Reform.
Indiana; Jossey-Bass.
Shannon, T. A. (1997). Salmon's laws for managing schools. Education Digest.
60, 20-23.
Sowell, T. (1993). Inside American Edueation: The Decline. The Deception. The
Dogmas. Free Press; Maxwell Maemillan Canada; Maxwell Macmillan International.
Stricherz, M. (2001). Study to Profile Secrets of 15 Urban Leaders' Suceess.
Education Week. 21 (11), 5.
Viadero, D. (2002). NYC Sehool-Based Budgeting Linked to Test-Seore Gains.
Education Week, 21 (43), 12.
